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ABSTRACT
 
The extent to which households use, store, and dispose of hazardous 
materials has become a matter of increasing concern but has rarely been 
assessed. This report provides an assessment of the first household 
hazardous materials publicity campaign and collection event held in 
Illinois. The collection event date was September 13, 1987, in 
Champaign County. This report describes survey results concerning the 
state of public awareness, use, and disposal of household hazardous 
materials prior to and immediately after the pUblicity campaign in 
Champaign County. Comparisons with the city of Decatur are included. 
A review of the mechanics of organizing the Champaign County collection 
event and the pUblicity for it is presented along with a summary of par­
ticipant characteristics and the materials that they dropped off. A 
history of the collection drive movement and examples of other drives 
are also included. 
Results from the two surveys indicated that 30-40 percent of the 
urban households had heard about hazardous waste problems before the 
campaign and nearly 60 percent had heard about them after the event. 
Most of the public could assess hazardousness of materials reasonably 
well. Farmers were generally much better informed than were city
dwellers. In all communities, the better-educated and established citi­
zens were better informed about hazardous waste than were others and 
were more likely to become better informed during the campaign. While 
each farm household had on average over 26 partial or full containers of 
hazardous material, urban households had an average of 10 such con­
tainers at their homes. This came to an estimated total of over 390,000 
partial or full containers at Champaign/Urbana homes alone. Established 
citizens, homeowners, and larger households had greater quantities.
Environmentally inappropriate disposal of hazardous waste from homes 
exceeded an estimated total of 38,600 containers per year in
Champaign/Urbana, 30,750 per year in Decatur, and 1,490 per year among
Champaign County farmers. The inappropriate disposal of these con­
tainers from Champaign/Urbana would, if left uncrushed, fill a 74 to 158 
cubic yard site. 
On public policy issues, overwhelming majorities in each community
expressed support for various types of special household hazardous waste 
collection programs. The collection event was very successful in 
extending basic awareness and in reaching households with unwanted 
hazardous waste. The event drew only 0.7 percent of the city house­
holds but collected 7 percent of the quantity of hazardous waste impro­
perly disposed of each year. The surveys also indicated a need for an 
vii 
educational program to reduce the production of hazardous waste by
households. To fund these programs, the public favored either a special~ 
sales tax on hazardous materials or a surcharge on solid waste disposal 
in landfills. 
viii 
A related report, Participation in a Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Drive and "Before" and "After" Public Knowledge and Disposal
Practices: Champaign County (HWRIC RR-025), is also available from 
the Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center. 
ix 

CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION: THE NEED FOR INFORMATION FOR PLANNING
 
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTIONS
 
Communities across the nation have become increasingly concerned 
about household hazardous materials (HHM) and with the environmental 
risks associated with their disposal (Osborne, 1987; "Hazardous Waste in 
Your 'Home Sweet Hamel ," 1987; Duxbury, 1986). Examples of these mater­
ials include herbicides, pesticides, poisons, oven cleaners, drain 
openers, toilet bowl cleaners, varnishes, wood preservatives, oil-based 
paints, paint thinners, strippers, solvents, charcoal lighter fluid, 
propane gas, car motor oil, gasoline, kerosene, car antifreeze, and car, 
truck, or boat batteries. The list of hazardous materials used around 
households is certainly much longer if we also include fingernail polish 
remover, polishes, flashlight and other small batteries, photoprocessing
chemicals, household detergents and cleaners, bleach, lead paint on in­
terior or exterior surfaces, swimming pool chemicals, asbestos insula­
tion, and so on. 
There seems to be an ever-widening variety of these materials, along 
with increasing availability and use in homes (Enterprise for Education, 
1986). Within the home, these materials pose problems to safety and 
health if they are not properly handled. Leftover or excess hazardous 
products around the home pose additional problems of safe storage and 
environmentally responsible disposal. The substantial quantity of 
household hazardous waste (HHW) that is discarded in residential garbage
(Rathje et al., 1987) could adversely affect the quality of ground and 
surface water, as well as other aspects of the local environment 
("Hazardous Waste ••• ," 1987; Cal Recovery Systems, 1986). For these 
and other reasons, states and local communities have in recent years 
been looking for ways to improve household and community management of 
household hazardous materials and waste (HHM&W). 
1.1. The Purpose of This Report 
This project report is part of a larger effort by the Hazardous 
Waste Research and Information Center (HWRIC) to help Illinois com­
munities develop effective educational and disposal programs regarding
HHM&W. The long-range objective is to help local officials and inter­
ested citizens who want to implement community programs that will 
- enlist public cooperation in reducing the quantity of HHW 
in general, and especially in reducing the quantity sent to 
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general purpose local landfills, poured into sewers, or 
dumped on the ground, and 
- encourage the public to handle HHM in safe, environmentally 
responsible ways. 
For local communities that want to pursue these goals, two kinds of 
information are especially relevant and useful: 
a.	 Information about what the public in the community is thinking
and doing with regard to HHM&W, such as 
- the extent of public awareness of problems or hazards asso­
ciated with HHM&W; 
- the amount and types of HHM&W that households typically
handle, use, store, or dispose of, as well as the methods of 
disposal; and 
- public preferences with regard to programs for the proper 
disposal of HHW. 
b.	 Information about how an effective program can be set up and 
carried out, such as 
- the features of different programs and the purposes of each 
feature; 
- ways of targeting HHM&W programs to achieve maximum effec­
tiveness; 
- how to assess the effectiveness of a program; and 
other aspects (legal, financial, and logistic) of organizing 
a program. 
This report, focusing principally on the second information need, is 
a nontechnical summary and guidebook suitable for use by community HHM&W 
program planners. A related report, Participation in a Household 
Hazardous Waste Collection Drive and "Before ll and "After ll Public Know­
ledge and Disposal Practices: Champaign County (HWRIC RR-025 ), is a 
technical report focusing primarily on the first of these two sets of 
information needs. Both reports are being simultaneously published by
HWRIC as part of the Champaign County Household Hazardous Waste Program 
Evaluation Project. 
1.2. HWRIC and the First Illinois HHW Collection Event 
HWRIC has a statewide role in promoting safe handling of HHM and 
environmentally sound disposal of HHW. To begin doing this, HWRIC 
wanted to help an Illinois community put together and carry out the 
state's first HHM public education campaign and HHW collection drive. 
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By funding an evaluation of such a campaign and drive, HWRIC could deve­
lop a tested model that other communities could review and adapt to 
their own situations. HWRIC was also interested in finding out what the 
public thinks and does with respect to HHM&W around the home and how 
the public in Illinois communities feels about various program options. 
In 1986-87, an opportunity arose to develop an HHM&W model program 
for Illinois and to acquire other information about household attitudes 
and behavior. The Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association of 
the City of Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign County expressed
interest in conducting an HHM education campaign and HHW collection 
drive. HWRIC encouraged development of the Champaign program as a model 
(Komandina and DeWan, 1987). On September 13, 1987, the first Illinois 
HHW collection event took place in Champaign County. 
HWRIC also funded three surveys in connection with the Champaign
County campaign and drive. First, samples of city and farm households 
were surveyed in July 1987, two months prior to the September 13 collec­
tion event. The second survey was of participants in the collection 
event. In early October, there was a final survey of resampled city and 
farm households. 
1.3. The Organization of This Report 
The results of the July and October general household surveys are 
summarized in Chapter 5. The Champaign County collection event is 
described in Chapter 4, along with a summary of findings from the survey 
of participants in the event. The Intergovernmental Solid Waste 
Disposal Association's final report is reproduced in Appendix A. 
In addition to presenting the findings from the surveys and draw­
ing out implications for targeting and evaluating HHM&W programs in 
Illinois communities, this report includes a summary review of previous 
HHM&W programs in other parts of the nation (Chapters 2 and 3). This 
review provides background on some of the problems and issues involved 
in devising an HHM&W program. 
1.4.	 Management and Funding of the Champaign County Campaign,
Collection Event, and Surveys 
The 55-day Champaign County HHM&W campaign beginning July 21, 1987, 
and the collection event on September 13 were sponsored and funded by
the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association of the City of 
Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign County. Funds were also pro­
vided by the Meredith Corporation of Des Moines, Iowa, publishers of 
Successful Farming magazine. Additional support through in-kind ser­
vices and technical assistance were provided by HWRIC. Chief organizer 
of the campaign and collection was Sam Chandler, City of Champaign Solid 
Waste Management Coordinator. 
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Principal investigator for the July and October 1987 surveys was 
Dr. Roland Liebert of the Survey Research Laboratory (SRL) and the 
Department of Sociology at the University of Illinois at Urbana­
Champaign. SRL's project coordinator for the surveys was Tobey Fumento. 
The surveys were funded by HWRIC. Claudia Washburn was HWRIC project
officer. Supplementary funding from the Meredith Corporation via the 
City of Champaign made possible the inclusion of the farm sample. 
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CHAPTER 2 
BACKGROUND: HISTORICAL REVIEW OF HHW COLLECTION EVENTS
 
AND ASSESSMENTS OF THEIR SUCCESS
 
In this chapter, the history of HHM educational campaigns and HHW 
collection drives is reviewed. Several issues about measuring their 
success are developed as key problems to be addressed by communities 
that want to have an HHM&W program. 
2.1. The Beginnings: Problems and Responses 
Interest in public education campaigns and collection drives for 
HHM&W dates from 1981 with a pesticide collection in Lebanon, Kentucky,
and from 1982 with the initial general HHM&W programs, first in Seattle, 
Washington (Galvin and Ridgley, 1982) and then in Lexington, Massachu­
setts (Dorian, 1986, pp. 6-4,5). Also in 1982, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 
conducted an HHW survey to lay the basis for a collection drive that 
faced funding delays until it took place in 1985. The principal actors 
in these initial efforts (excepting Lebanon, Kentucky) were keenly aware 
of their pathbreaking leadership, and they kept detailed records in the 
form of memos, correspondence, and assorted other documents that they
then published as reports and distributed widely to other HHM&W program
planners. 
The beginning of HHM&W programs in 1982 had been long coming.
Growing concern about the adverse environmental effects of all kinds of 
hazardous materials had by then come to include household materials such 
as home-use pesticides, herbicides, cleaning agents, automotive products, 
paints, paint strippers, and adhesives (Ecology Center of Ann Arbor, 
1986). Although the best alternatives to environmentally harmful 
disposal of these materials were already understood as either proper use 
until depleted or substitution of nonhazardous products, it was also 
recognized that these options are not always possible or acceptable in 
many households. 
A number of factors have contributed to the mounting recognition of 
an HHW disposal problem: 
*	 Some previously marketed household products are now banned and 
should no longer be used (Dadd, 1987; Gosselin et al., 1984). 
*	 The proper ways of storing or disposing of these banned 
materials, and even how to identify them, may not be known to 
many households (Zamm, 1980). 
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*	 It is perhaps more common that hazardous materials of all kinds 
accumulate in some homes, possibly creating dangers within the 
home unless some disposal method is found and used (Dorian, 
1986). 
*	 Many people are probably unaware of the hazards associated with 
various products (Zamm, 1980). 
*	 Lacking adequate knowledge about hazardous products and about 
proper storage and disposal procedures, many households may
unwittingly risk public health, safety, and environmental 
quality by dumping various quantities of these materials on the 
ground, in sewers, or in household trash destined for landfills 
(Dorian, 1986). 
*	 Meanwhile, existing landfill sites are rapidly reaching 
capacity, new ones that can be made environmentally acceptable 
are ever harder to find, and concern mounts over ground-water 
contamination from previous, existing, and future sites (Hughes
and Raymond, 1986; Bronstein, 1987; Kurtz, 1988). 
*	 As a consequence, the desire to keep hazardous wastes, 
including HHW, out of landfills has grown (see, e.g., Golden 
Empire Health Planning Center, 1986). 
*	 At the same time, concern with safety and health hazards in 
everyday life within the home and around the yard has also 
grown in the popular media (see, e.g., Zamm, 1980; Wallace, 
1985; Dadd, 1987). 
The principal public activity emerging to address these concerns is 
the community HHM&W educational campaign and collection drive. The goal
of the collection drive is to "enlist homeowners' cooperation in taking
HHW to collection centers, where the wastes are identified, packaged, and 
transported to permitted hazardous waste disposal facilities" (Dorian, 
1986, p. 1-1). Typically, there is a one-day collection preceded by
weeks or months of public education alerting people to hazards associated 
with HHM and to the forthcoming collection event. 
This concept for conducting a campaign and drive was largely modeled 
on, and grew out of, earlier experiences with recycling drives. We may
speak of a "drive" model, which is best characterized by what happens in 
a newspaper recycling drive. There is much publicity about why it is 
desirable to recycle newspapers, and how to do so, followed by a c011ec- -~ 
tion of newspapers on a given day. There are three basic versions of 
this drive model. 
In February 1982 in Seattle, one of the nation's first and most 
sophisticated HHM&W programs was conducted. Committees of Seattle offi­
cials spent months developing their version of the drive model after an 
exhaustive de novo review of many potential program options, with exten­
sive attention to recycling drives. They expanded the basic recycling 
drive model to place it within a very sophisticated package, giving 
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heavy emphasis to a pre-collection educational component to promote
long-term effects. They proposed to extend drop-off opportunities over 
several weeks, and they conducted pre- and post-collection surveys to 
evaluate effectiveness. 
It was an extraordinary first effort, especially considering that 
the collection was limited to a single neighborhood and was forced by
practicalities into a more limited time span than was originally
desired. The dream has nonetheless endured and the reality has grown.
Indicative of its commitment to a continuing effort and effect, Seattle 
has had an ongoing program since late 1982 and has built this program
into a permanently staffed set of activities covering the entire metro­
politan area with nearly continuous education and publicity along with 
annual collection events. West Coast admirers and imitators of 
Seattle's program have often adopted not just the core component of the 
collection drive but also Seattle's initial and continuing emphasis on 
promoting long-term and lifestyle-changing education and on providing 
many convenient opportunities for drop-off (Purin, 1984; San Diego
Environmental Health Coalition, 1984). This is what may be called the 
West Coast version of the drive, which emphasizes long-term commitment. 
It employs images of fundamental change in lifestyle. 
People in the eastern and central portions of the United States are 
more familiar with a second and much simpler version of the drive. This 
simpler version stresses the pragmatism and efficiency of a single or 
periodic collection event, using images of a "clean sweep" or of 
clearing out unwanted waste in a single swift action. There is little 
talk about changing lifestyles. Educational materials are used, 
including some that are attractively simple yet wide ranging (e.g.,
Massachusetts League of Women Voters, 1985a, 1985b), but the primary 
focus and principal strategy is simply to encourage people to bring HHW 
to a collection event. 
This simplified second version of the drive model was first adapted 
to HHW in Lexington, Massachusetts, under League of Women Voters' spon­
sorship, on October 30, 1982 (Lexington LWV, 1983). Perhaps because 
this version is comparatively easy to promote, staff, and implement, and 
because it demonstrably addressed a need, it spread rapidly throughout 
the Northeast and ultimately to much of the rest of the country east of 
the Mississippi River. Its popUlarity gives the October 30 t 1982 t 
Lexington drive the reputation of being the first "true" HHW collection 
drive. 
A third version of the drive concept was first developed and applied
in Albuquerque, New Mexico (Gordon and Anglada t 1983; Albuquerque
Environmental Health Department, 1986) and has subsequently been adopted 
more widely throughout the state of Florida (Florida Department of 
Environmental Regulation, 1986a, 1986b). This version begins with the 
West Coast emphasis on education and convenient (multi-site and/or
multi-day) drop-off opportunities. One other goal was added to give 
these programs a unique character. They seek to enlist private sector 
cooperation in developing long-term hazardous waste management solutions 
for their regions. 
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This goal activates a wide array of waste disposal planning efforts 
beyond that of HHW collection: It puts government into a senior partner~ 
role in guiding the search for solutions, and it brings the private
sector into the hazardous waste collection target zone. Albuquerque and 
Florida included "small quantity generators" or small businesses in their 
versions of the HHW collection drives. Variations on this version are no 
doubt being used in other communities throughout the United States, as in 
Champaign County where farmers were brought into the collection effort as 
part of a search for a countywide waste disposal strategy. 
By 1986, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimated 
that 200 communities in half of the states were conducting drives that 
year (Dorian, 1986). In November 1986, the HHW activist behind the 
first Lexington drive, Dana Duxbury (1986), reported an up-to-date count 
of 530 collection programs that had been conducted in United States com­
munities since 1981 (see Appendix B for examples from that report and 
other sources). 
Despite the wide use of the Lexington version of the drive model, 
and despite the substantial reliance on it as a strategy for coping with 
HHW issues, there has been little careful evaluation of the model and of 
ways to maximize its long- and short-term impact. As a result, the 
drives have tended to be homespun imitations of each other, useful as 
action programs aimed at addressing a clear need but offering little 
basis for cumulative improvement in methods and efficacy (Unertl, 1986; 
Dorian, 1986). Yet, some generalizations about how well these drives 
work, and why they work as well as they do, can be extracted from the 
various reports on them. 
2.2. Collection Events: Assessing Their Success or Impact 
The impact of drives has, to date, been principally measured in two 
ways: by the number of households participating and by the quantities 
of materials collected. By the first of these measures, the drives in­
variably seem to have had very limited success, while the second measure 
generally gives the impression of much greater success. 
Most drives have produced household participation ratios (partici­
pating households to total households in the community) of between 
2:1,000 and 1:100, or between 0.2 and 1.0 percent (Dorian, 1986, p. 
1-3). One community (the pacesetting Lexington, Massachusetts) is known 
to have attracted 4.4 percent of its households to a collection day 
(Smith, 1987). Even if we include Lexington1s record as an indication 
of what can be done, the expected household participation rate seems 
small. One reason is that it is a percentage of all households, as if 
100 percent communitywide participation is a meaningful point of 
reference. If, on the other hand, we assessed participant turnout as a 
percentage of those households that have hazardous materials available 
for disposal, we might find that rates of participation among this 
"available" popUlation are considerably higher. 
Richard Conlin t director of the 1987 Seattle area "HHW Round-Up"
collection drive, has suggested that over half of the total population 
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probably has no hazardous waste available and should therefore not be 
considered potential participants (Conlin, 1987, pp. 57-58). Conlin's 
rough figure was based on a post-"Round-Up" Seattle area survey, in which 
those who had heard of the "Round-Up" but did not participate were asked 
why they did not participate. Over half said that it was because they 
had nothing to dispose of. Although this is a crude and partial way of 
measuring what Conlin called "ineligibles," it is a useful first effort. 
By the other major measure of a drivels impact, the quantity of 
materials collected, most previous drives seem to have had considerable 
success in collecting from around 2 to 16 gallons (or 16 to 128 pounds) 
per participant, with the lower numbers being generally based on actual 
quantities of waste material dropped off and the higher numbers being
usually based on the quantity of packed and sealed 55-gallon barrels 
containing the dropped-off waste materials, the containers that they 
came in, and packing material (Dorian, 1986, p. 1-3). 
2.3. Designing Drives to Maximize Collection Day
Success or Impact 
Participation and collection rates are probably also dependent on 
such factors as the length, intensity, breadth, and content of the pre­
collection day campaign. Little is known about the effect of these 
factors. 
In a U.S. EPA study, Dorian (1986, p. 6-2) compared two October 1985 
drives, one in Albuquerque, New Mexico, and one in Fairfax County,
Virginia. The report notes that "the Albuquerque program began with an 
extensive public education effort six months prior to the actual 
collection,1I while the Fairfax County collection followed a "limited" 
six-week campaign (p. 6-2). In a five-day collection, the Albuquerque 
program achieved an 0.8 percent participation rate among all households 
"in the area. II Fairfax County, in a one-day event, had a 0.1 percent 
participation rate. Disregarding the differences in the number of 
collection days and focusing on the differences in the number of publi­
city days, Dorian concluded that where public education was limited, 
participation was low. 
Although there may be some validity in Dorian's conclusion, speci­
fic evidence linking a given amount or duration of publicity to a result­
ing participation rate is lacking. Comparisons of many communities will 
probably be needed before this question is adequately answered. 
In designing the pre-collection campaign, one important feature of 
sound planning is to target information to reach potential or desirable 
participants or those with available waste. Targeting involves identi­
fying groups with the least knowledge about proper handling of HHM&W, or 
with the greatest quantities at risk of environmentally unsound dispo­
sal, and identifying as well the types of media that will most likely
reach them. A pre-campaign household survey is one good way of getting 
valid information on these matters. It turns out, however, that pre­
campaign surveys are rare, and those that have been conducted were 
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focused more on assessing communitywide need than on identifying target 
groups. 
For example, a pre-campaign survey conducted in Albuquerque in 1983 
"revealed that there was a need for increased public education on the 
subject of HHW" (Gordon and Anglada, 1983, p. 24), and this in turn 
influenced the city council to fund the city's 1985 education campaign
and collection drive (Albuquerque Environmental Health Department, 1986, 
p. 6). A 1983 pre-campaign survey in Seattle was used for a similar 
purpose (Galvin and Ridgley, 1982). 
Surveys of collection day participants are also potentially useful ~ 
in detecting which aspects of the pre-collection day campaign are effec­
tive in bringing out those who participate. There have been many of 
these on-site surveys (Dorian, 1986; Laderman et al., 1985; Unertl, 
1986); indeed, because they are often used to obtain a record of the 
materials brought to the event, they seem to be nearly universal. 
Based on an examination of the results from 10 on-site surveys for 
various first-time collection events across the nation, virtually all 
on-site surveys ask something about the basic demographic status of par­
ticipants. It typically turns out that collection day participants are 
better educated, older, and more likely to own their own homes than one 
might expect about the general population. 
On-site surveys have generally included questions about the impor­
tance of various media and other sources for informing participants
about the collection drive. By far the most consistently important 
source is newspapers, especially articles, followed by radio and then 
pamphlets or flyers, with any other print or media source (especially
television) typically being of little significance. Friends and co­
workers, where listed, are often cited as sources among first-time par­
ticipants. 
There may be some difference between participants and nonpartici­
pants in regard to their sources of information. In a recent post-event 
general household survey in metropolitan Seattle, where 94 percent of 
the sample claimed to be nonparticipants, the medium cited most fre­
quently as a source for hearing about the collection event was televi­
sion (Conlin, 1987). In other words, those who heard about it but did 
not participate got their information from television. 
Another likely way to increase collection day participation is to 
hold drives on a recurring basis, perhaps annually. Subsequent drives 
tend to attract larger numbers of participating households (Laderman et 
al., 1985; Anglada, 1987; Galvin et al., 1982). In Connecticut, for 
example, Goldsmith (1987) estimated that participation generally at least 
doubles in a community's second drive. 
In Florida, every county had one and only one drive, but the drives 
were timed to flow like a wave rolling across the state over many months. 
Participation rose the later the event was in the series (White, 1987). 
The Florida campaigns seemed to have a cumulative statewide effect, as 
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the experience and publicity in counties with early collection events 
seemed to increase the interest and participation in neighboring countie~ 
with later collection events. 
At least one study of recycling behavior (Ebreo and Vining, 1987)
shows that participation has gradually increased over time. The authors 
found that the best explanation for participation is "intrinsic motiva­
tion ll involving high positive values with respect to the environment. 
The widening of participation is apparently due to a widening of the 
circle of people adopting or expressing this intrinsic motivation. In 
short, a climate of favorable opinion regarding the recycling program
and its environmental benefits appears to take root in an early core of 
participants and to radiate outward as it envelopes larger portions of 
the community. This pattern is fairly typical of what is found in the 
literature on innovation diffusion and mass communication (Rogers and 
Shoemaker, 1971; De Fleur and Larsen, 1987). It is too early to tell 
whether and at what level there is an upper limit on the spread of this 
climate of opinion and recycling participation. 
In Lexington, Massachusetts, where there have been more annual 
communitywide drives (six) than anywhere else, the household partici­
pation rate has fluctuated (Table 1). There was a strong second-year 
rise, a trail-off in the third and fourth years, a sharp rise in the 
fifth year, and some trail-off in the sixth year. Because the increases 
have been steeper than the decreases, the net change has been upward. 
Lexington's first-year low participation rate suggests that there 
is a startup period for establishing a collection program. The overall 
rise in Lexington's participation rates over time suggests that involve­
ment spread broadly throughout the community only after repeated cam­
paigns. If we had information about the character of the educational 
programs and the media sources and about other attributes of par­
ticipants each year, the steep climbs in some years and dips in other 
years might be more fully explainable in terms of the diffusion of a 
climate of favorable opinion. 
Table 1 also shows a fairly steady rise over the years in the 
quantity-per-household that was dropped off on collection day. Although
1987 seems to reverse this trend, it is a reversal that may be explained
by the change in the way in which quantities were counted (see footnote 
to Table 1). 
The fairly steady rise calls into question Dorian's (1986, p. 1-3)
assumptions that first-year quantities are high because they "represent 
several years accumulation of wastes," and that subsequent-year quanti­
ties will therefore be lower. Instead, it may be that repeat partici­
pants simply have no acceptable alternative disposal option for material 
that they keep buying, while new participants add to the growth of the 
quantities collected. It may also be that participants drop off ever 
larger proportions of hazardous material that they have in storage with 
each passing year, responding in this way to an educational campaign
that may seem to emphasize the hazards of having certain materials 
around the home. 
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TABLE 1.	 Participation and Collection Rates for Drives in Lexington, 
Massachusetts, 1982-1987 
Number of Percent of Gallons 
Year of Participating Lexington's per 
Drive Households Households Household 
1982	 93 1.0% 8.3 
1983	 213 2.4% 7.5 
1984	 164 1.8% 11.1 
1985	 137 1.5% 14.5 
1986	 400 4.4% 15.7 
1987a	 300 3.3% 12.3 
Source: Smith (1987). 
aThe 1987 household participation and gallons counts are estimates. 
Prior to 1987, all quantity counts were based on partial or full 
containers, as received. In 1987, paints were combined so that only
full gallons of paint were counted. 
Clearly, collection drives should not be envisioned as one-shot 
efforts that can substantially rid the community of HHW overnight. They
should be designed with the anticipation that at least the first one will 
reach a predisposed few and that subsequent drives designed to reach 
less readily engaged targets will also be needed. 
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CHAPTER 3
 
BACKGROUND: DESIGNING CAMPAIGNS TO MAXIMIZE
 
THEIR EDUCATIONAL IMPACT
 
This chapter continues the review of previous collection drives,
turning now to focus on the educational potential of the information 
made available to the public during a campaign. 
Recognizing that drives are not complete strategies for eliminating 
environmentally harmful disposal of HHW or unsafe handling of HHM, 
organizers of both the eastern and the western versions of collection 
drives have come to place greater emphasis on public education as the 
most important objective (e.g., Unertl, 1986; Dorian, 1986, p. 6-1). A 
fully developed educational program seeks to inform the public about 
- which household materials are hazardous; 
- potential environmental and safety impacts of improper use and 
disposal of HHM&W; 
- proper ways to store, recycle, and dispose of HHM&W, including
disposal by drop-off at a collection event; and 
- less hazardous substitutes for HHM. 
Enhanced public awareness and improved practices around the home are the 
desired outcomes. 
Virtually all drives have lacked a way of assessing effectiveness 
in attaining this broader educational goal. It is common to assume 
success, as in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's statement that 
"collection programs increase public's awareness of HHW in homes and 
encourage safer use and proper disposal" (Dorian, 1986, p. 1-1). The 
extent to which this indeed happens is unknown, nor is it known which 
features of the educational program are most effective (or ineffective).
Some have even suggested (e.g., Ridgley, 1987a) that certain educational ­
efforts may be counterproductive, scaring people into throwing more HHM 
into the waste stream in order to remove the hazard from their homes. 
Answering these questions requires surveys of the general public both 
before and after an educational and collection program. 
Only three sets of before/after surveys have been identified. Two 
of these sets were done in Seattle, the first occurring before and after 
a collection day in 1982 (Galvin et al., 1982) and the second occurring
before and after a collection day in 1987 (Conlin, 1987). The third 
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before/after set of surveys was done in 1985-86 in Minnesota under the 
guidance of a former Seattle HHW program coordinator (Ridgley, 1987a). 
3.1. Seattle Surveys 
The 1982 Seattle surveys were quite brief. They were most notable 
for finding that a far greater percentage of the population expressed 
interest in participating in the collection (88 percent) than actually
did participate (0.4 percent). The post-collection survey also found 
that the principal reason for interested people not participating was 
that they did not know that there was a drive (23 percent), followed by
"have no toxic/hazardous substances" (21 percent). As noted earlier, 
the 1987 Seattle post-collection survey found that most (57 percent) of 
the nonparticipants said that they did not participate because they had 
no HHW to drop off. 
In the 1982 Seattle pre-collection survey, most homes were found to 
contain some of each of several major types of HHM (pesticides, herbi­
cides, paints or thinners, household cleaners, drain openers). The most 
common pre-collection disposal method was to "throw in the trash," 
although most (64-100 percent depending on type of HHM) did not dispose 
of the material by any method and only 28 percent disposed of any of the 
listed 10 products during the previous year. In the post-collection 
survey, 18 percent said that they had some hazardous items that they
wanted to get rid of. 
There were some limitations in the 1982 Seattle surveys. Most 
importantly, there was no assessment of change in awareness or behavior 
as a result of the collection drive. Although the survey design was 
adequate in most of the important respects, there were no HHM&W questions
repeated in both surveys to permit comparison. 
The 1987 set of Seattle surveys were more extensive and did seek to 
assess change in awareness but not in behavior (Conlin, 1987). Regard­
ing change in awareness, this survey found that examples of HHM "around 
their horne" could be named by about 7 percent more of the public after 
the two-month educational campaign than before the campaign. This was a 
change from 32 percent saying in March 1987 that they could not think of 
any HHM "around their home" to 25 percent so reporting in June 1987. 
If, as it appears, the sample size was 300 in each survey, and if the 
procedures for the two surveys were scientifically sound and comparable,
the 7 percent change has less than a 3 three percent chance of being due 
to sampling error. It is, in other words, a significant change. Some 
of this change could be attributable to the time of year if, between the 
March and June surveys, people acquired more HHM for spring cleanups, 
car servicing, and yard work. 
One other measure of change ;n awareness was reported by Conlin 
(1987) for the 1987 Seattle surveys. The percentage of people who could 
name types of HHM that should not be thrown into the trash or poured
down the drain because of possible harm to the environment increased 
from 66 percent in March to 82 percent in June, a change of 16 percen­
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tage points. Under the previous assumptions about survey design, this 
has less than a 1 percent probability of being due to chance alone. It 
seems that the 1987 Seattle educational campaign had some effect in 
getting more people to realize the hazards to the environment of 
improper disposal. 
3.2. Winona Surveys 
The third "before/after" survey (Ridgley, 1987a; Armson, 1986) was 
done in the city of Winona, Minnesota. The IIbefore" survey of 353 
households was done in the fall of 1985 (mostly in November), and the 
II afte r II su rvey of 399 househo 1ds was done in the sp ri ng of 1986 Cmos t 1y ­
in March or April). 
In answer to a question on HHW awareness that appeared in both 
surveys (IIHave you ever heard anything before about household hazardous 
waste?II), those saying "yes" increased from 49 to 60 percent. Assuming
adequate sampling and survey procedures, there is less than a 5 percent 
probability of this difference occurring by chance alone. This, then, 
was a significant change toward more awareness. 
Interestingly, the before and after surveys did not differ with 
regard to sources of information about HHW. Newspaper articles remained 
the most common source, with 31 percent of the "before" sample and 34 
percent of the "after" sample citing them. Virtually tied for second 
place was radio (12 percent before, 15 percent after) and TV (15 percent
before, 14 percent after). Brochures, posters, flyers, friends, and 
local organizations each had 6 percent or less citing them in both sur­
veys. In short, although the educational campaign may have had an 
effect in increasing awareness, no particular information source emerges 
as a probable cause of that effect. 
In a question about specific knowledge, Winona residents were asked 
what sort of products they think of when they hear the term "hazardous 
household waste. II Surprisingly, given the increased awareness about HHW 
in general, there was an increase over time (from 2 percent in fall 1985 
to 17 percent in spring 1986) in the percentage who could not identify a 
single product as an example of HHW. This change toward fewer people 
having specific knowledge about HHW is not at all likely to be due to 
chance. It is difficult to see how the educational campaign could have 
caused this decline in specific knowledge, unless it convinced some 
people to be more cautious about their layman's assumptions about what 
is hazardous. The Minnesota reports did not discuss this point (Armson, -­
1986; Ridgley, 1987). 
The first question on both Winona surveys was an attitude question
about the importance of lithe problem of HHW II relative to other environ­
mental, safety, and health issues in Minnesota. There was some minor 
fluctuation but no significant overall change in the percentage saying 
that the HHW problem was either lithe most important" or "one of the most 
important ll problems (63 percent in fall and 69 percent in spring). The 
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educational campaign did not significantly raise the priority that 
people give to the HHW problem. 
The Winona study also attempted to assess the impact of the campaign 
on behavior. SpeclficallYt they were asked what they do with their 1I0ld 
paint thinner t ll their "used motor oil t " and their "old pesticides. 1I 
Findings were mixed. On the one hand t the percentage saying that they 
put them in the garbage significantly declined for thinners (down from 
26 percent to 15 percent) and for motor oil (down from 20 percent to 11 
percent) but not for pesticides (down from 32 percent to 28 percent). 
The decline in the disposal of paint thinner by putting it in the 
garbage was perhaps partly due to the increase in the proportion of 
respondents who said that they IInever have anyll (up from 42 percent in 
fall to 56 percent in spring). The percentage saying that they never 
had any used motor oil or old pesticides also went UPt but by insignifi­
cant amounts. Perhaps the educational campaign was convincing some 
households not to have certain products around any longer. 
The 9 percentage point decline in disposal of motor oil in the 
garbage was offset by insignificant increases in the percentage who 
poured it down the drain (up from 1 percent to 3 percent) and dumped it 
in the backyard (up from 7 percent to 10 percent). This means that the 
percentage who improperly disposed of motor oil, by whatever method t 
remained essentially unchanged. The percentage who recycled any of 
these products also remained essentially unchanged. 
3.3. Summary 
The pioneering Seattle and Winona surveys suggest that at least a 
few pre-collection campaigns have had some educational impact. The 
impact appears to be limited and mixed rather than extensive and con­
sistent. These surveys are t however, themselves too limited to provide
a basis for firm generalizations. They typically used t for example, 
very broad survey questions that were rarely specific to particular
types of HHM&W and that were usually asked of every respondent, includ­
ing those who do not possess, use, or dispose of various types of HHM&W. 
This limitation creates problems of accurate reporting. These surveys 
were also surprisingly deficient in asking about public policy issues. 
The Seattle and Winona surveys are nonetheless useful in suggesting 
issues about the types of educational effects needing more exacting 
study. 
3.4. Discussion 
Community HHM&W educational and collection programs have emerged and 
rapidly diffused since 1982 in response to mounting public concern about 
hazardous wastes around the home and in the environment. Most programs, 
especially in the eastern and central portions of the United States t 
focus on what have become one-day annual collection drives. Some 
programs, especially on the West Coast, give greater attention to educa­
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tional efforts to reduce household use of hazardous material or to mini­
mize risks associated with use, storage, and disposal of them. 
Collection events continue to be the cornerstone and highlight of 
virtually all HHM&W programs. Their success is typically indexed by the 
proportion of households that participate (usually not more than 1 per­
cent) and by the quantity of material collected (usually a net volume of 
2-8 gallons of actual dropped-off waste material per participant, or a 
gross haul-away volume of 4-16 gallons of waste material, containers, 
and packing per participant). These indices of success would take 
substantially higher values, showing greater impact, if they were based 
only on those households in the community that have some HHM stashed away
awaiting disposal or if they were based on the guantities of materials ­
awaiting disposal. Another measure of success would be an assessment of 
the quantity of HHM brought to the collection event that would otherwise 
be disposed of inappropriately. 
Collection drives involve promotion and education to attract 
participation. Little is known about the kinds of promotional and 
educational efforts that result in high participation for these kinds of 
events. Surveys to date indicate that first-year participants tend to be 
relatively better educated, older homeowners who have some awareness of 
the HHW problem and who heard about the event from newspapers or radio. 
No data were found on subsequent-year participants. Since participation 
tends to grow over time, it is inferred that SUbsequent-year participants 
are drawn more broadly from the community. There is a need for finding 
out what distinguishes early participants from later participants. 
Educational campaigns have become an increasingly important feature 
of HHM&W programs. They try to improve year-round household handling and 
disposal of HHM&W, to build interest in alternatives to HHM, and to 
attract targeted elements of the public to collection events. Educa­
tional campaigns of this sort have rarely been evaluated. Such evalua­
tions as do exist indicate that campaigns have mixed or partial success. 
Although one evaluation found increased awareness of hazards associated 
with HHW and another found increased awareness of HHW in general, there 
was also a finding that specific knowledge about types of HHW declined. 
One evaluation found that disposal of some types of HHW in the garbage 
declined. 
We turn next (in Chapter 4) to review the operation of the Septem­
ber 13 Champaign County collection day, particularly with regard to what 
we found out about the number and type of participants, the quantity of 
material dropped off, and the success of the event in these terms. Then -­
(in Chapter 5) we review the before/after survey findings to assess the 
broader impact of the collection event and the remaining need for a con­
tinuing HHW collection program. 
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CHAPTER 4 
THE SEPTEMBER 13 CHAMPAIGN COUNTY COLLECTION EVENT 
The Household and Farm Hazardous Waste Collection Day in Champaign
County was September 13, 1987. This chapter reviews the preparation for­
the event and presents the results of an on-site survey of those who 
brought materials to drop off. 
4.1. Scheduling, Site Selection, and Site Logistics 
The decision in late June 1987 to include farms in the collection 
drive meant that the collection date had to occur at a time when farmers 
would be free to participate. A mid-September date was chosen to avoid 
conflict with farm harvests and early winter inclement weather. Were it 
not for these considerations, the collection date would have occurred in 
mid-October in order to allow more time for publicity and an educational 
campaign. The collection date was scheduled for a Sunday to avoid 
conflict with University of Illinois football games in September and to 
permit full utilization of the Champaign City Public Works facility for 
collection. 
The criteria for site selection included having a site that was 
structured to permit easy control of traffic flow, with multiple drop­
off stations for both hazardous and nonhazardous materials. For addi­
tional tips on site selection and preparation, see Appendix C. A map of 
the layout and traffic flow plan for the collection site is presented 
as Figure 1. Arriving vehicles first had contact with police and 
traffic control volunteers from the nearby Chanute Air Force Base, who 
checked for explosives that should be removed and diverted before the 
vehicle proceeded. Next the arriving vehicles encountered the survey 
researchers, who provided each vehicle with a copy of the questionnaire 
on a clipboard with a pencil. There was invariably plenty of time to 
fill out the questionnaire. Trained interviewers from the Survey 
Research Laboratory, with volunteer assistance, distributed and col­
lected the questionnaires. They also distributed educational materials 
on HHM&W. 
The questionnaire proved not to be useful in pre-screening for 
types of materials brought to the site. Instead, volunteer pre­
screeners at the point marked "entrance" and at the "pre-screen" station 
checked for recyclable oil, latex paint, or plain trash, each of which 
was diverted to its place before the vehicle entered the building for
drop-off of hazardous materials. The pre-screen station also packaged 
and marked any dioxins, which could not be legally disposed of under 
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current guidelines and which were returned to the participant with 
written instructions on storage until disposal procedures are developed
and announced. This last pre-screening was conducted by an employee of 
GSX, Inc., of Greenbriar, Tennessee, the contractor responsible for all 
handling, packing, and disposal of the hazardous waste. 
Inside the spacious public works building motor pool area, repre­
sentatives from GSX, Inc., and several volunteers, dressed in head-to­
foot protective clothing, removed the materials from the vehicles and 
placed them in a large, generally undifferentiated collection. At the 
exit to the building, a volunteer distributed educational materials and 
related HHM&W items. Along the entire route, there were several volun­
teers available to direct traffic and answer questions. Subsequent to 
the collection event, GSX employees spent several days sorting and 
packaging the materials. 
The collection intake, scheduled to run from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m., was closed at 1:30 p.m. when enough material had already been 
received to fill both the initial supply of barrels and an additional 
supply acquired during the noon hour. 
4.2. Intergovernmental Cooperation in Planning
a Collection Event 
Among the management issues involved in planning a collection 
event, one of the first to be addressed is securing the cooperation 
of relevant local governments. Especially important are the agencies 
responsible for trash disposal; the health department and any agencies
concerned with environmental questions; the schools, to facilitate 
publicity or public education; the police or sheriff's department, to 
assist in traffic control; the fire department, to help control hazards 
at the collection site; and any comparable state agencies. 
The Champaign County collection event had some of the necessary 
cooperation from the start because the event was sponsored and managed
by the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association of the City of 
Champaign, City of Urbana, and Champaign County. There was also exten­
sive cooperation with the Champaign County Farm Bureau and the League of 
Women Voters of Champaign County in both publicity and recruiting volun­
teers for the event. The schools and other civic groups were, for the 
most part, not involved in the Champaign County event. 
4.3. Materials Collected: Disposal Contractor's Report 
The contract between the City of Champaign and GSX specified that 
the hazardous materials be left in the containers in which they arrived. 
These containers were sorted by broad categories and placed ;n 55-gallon 
barrels, along with enough vermiculite packing material to eliminate any
possibility of contact between the containers in the barrel. 
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The total amount of material collected, along with the packing 
material, filled 188 barrels and weighed 33,656 pounds. The disposal
methods that were utilized in the program included sending 136 barrels 
to a secure landfill (probably in Tennessee or South Carolina), dispos­
ing of 50 barrels by incineration, and using aqueous treatment or sewer 
disposal for 2 barrels. 
A report from the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Associa­
tion, incorporating information from GSX, Inc., is included as Appendix
A. This report reviews costs and funding, procedures for collection, 
and GSX's assessment of the packed weight of the various categories of 
materials collected. 
4.4. Publicity and Educational Materials 
The collection event was preceded by six to eight weeks of publi­
city and limited public education regarding household and farm hazardous 
wastes. The publicity was less than optimal. There were very few press
releases and radio and television appearances. Although flyers announc­
ing the event were mailed to most Champaign-Urbana households and 4" x 
7" announcements were placed on single-family home doorhandles, these 
activities occurred late in the publicity campaign and were not aug­
mented with house-to-house distributional educational materials. There 
were no seminars with the public, no educational efforts in the schools, 
and no plan or program to reach the community's civic organizations with 
educational materials. A total of $10,000 was budgeted for advertising 
and publicity by the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association. 
An additional but undetermined amount was also spent on educational 
materials by the Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center. 
A list of publicity activities between JUly 24, 1987, and the 
September 13th collection event is given below, divided into four parts
for the four major organizations acting as agents of publicity for the 
collection event. 
Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center: 
- HWRIC sent out a press release in mid-August to all Champaign
County media. 
- Public Information Officer Christina Komadina and Industrial 
Assistance Engineer Dan Kraybill appeared on a 45-minute Focus 
580 (WILL) radio program aired at 10:00 a.m. on September 1, 1987. ­
- Assistant Director Gary Miller appeared in early September on 
WICD-TV's "News Roundtable" for a show on hazardous waste. He 
mentioned the collection drive during that program. 
- HWRIC and the League of Women Voters of Champaign County placed 
an ad announcing the collection drive in the Champaign-Urbana
News-Gazette. The ad appeared on September 12, 1987. 
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- Flyers were distributed at the Illinois State Fair in early 
August listing informational materials available from HWRIC on 
household hazardous waste. 
Cities of Champaign and Urbana: 
- Flyers giving the collection date and other information were 
mailed on or about September 1 to 16,000 Champaign-Urbana single­
family households. This mailing was done under contract with a 
private firm that specializes in mailing advertisements. 
Composition of their list of households was not made known. 
- City employees distributed doorhangers during September 1-12 to 
most Champaign-Urbana single-family households. 
- On September 1, a billboard advertising the collection event was 
set up on a busy street near downtown Champaign. 
- Sam Chandler made several media appearances including 
(a)	 WDWS·s "Penny for Your Thoughts" radio talk show at
 
10:00-11:00 a.m. on JUly 21, 1987
 
(b)	 WLRW radio talk show in the first week of August 
(c)	 WICD·s IIToday on the Farm u on September 7, 1987 
- Sam Chandler also gave a talk to the Rotary Club West and to 
AMBUCS in early September. 
- There was a display at Marketplace Mall during two weeks in 
August. The display was sponsored by the Community Recycling
Center and had information on the collection event. 
- 50 U.S. EPA household hazardous waste posters were reprinted to 
include information about the program and were placed on city
buildings in Champaign-Urbana. 
Successful Farming Magazine: 
- Sent out two versions of a press release. The first press
release was sent to Champaign County media. The second press
release, which contained more detailed information about the 
collection, was released to media statewide shortly before the 
collection event. 
- Sent out letters from the Successful Farming editor to 1,200 
Champaign area subscribers telling them about the collection. 
- Publisher Jim Cornick wrote a letter that was sent to major che­
mical corporations and agricultural organizations soliciting
their support for the program. 
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- An AP wire story appeared in the Grand Rapids Press (in
Michigan), Belleville News-Democrat, Kankakee Illinois Journal, 
Lafayette Journal and Courier, Freeport Journal Standard, 
Jacksonville Journal Courier, and Mt. Vernon Register News. 
Champaign County Farm Bureau: 
- An article about the collection event appeared in the Farm 
Bureau's September newsletter. The newsletter is distributed to 
all of the Farm Bureau's approximately 6,700 members. 
- Dennis Riggs, who is in charge of pUblicity for the Bureau, wrote 
a column about the collection that appeared in four weekly papers­
during the three weeks prior to the event: Rantoul Press, 
Mahomet Citizen, South Champaign County Today (in Villa Grove), 
and County Star (in Tolono). 
- The Farm Bureau had a booth at the County Fair in late July where 
they passed out cards with information on the collection. (These
cards were supplied by Sam Chandler.) 
- During August and early September, the collection was promoted on 
the Farm Bureau's weekly radio program that airs on WI AI in 
Danville and WPXN in Paxton. 
- Dennis Riggs did a news interview with WOWS radio prior to the 
collection. 
The publicity was truncated by the decision to move the collection 
date up from the original mid-October date to the September 13 date. 
The original plan for an educational campaign was also largely abandoned 
when it was realized that there was not enough time to assemble adequate 
staffing and to develop and distribute educational materials. Instead 
of a massive educational effort, educational content remained largely
incidental to the pUblicity regarding the collection event itself. 
The print materials resulting from the publicity (e.g., newspaper
articles, editorials, flyer, doorhanger, posters) are reproduced in 
Appendix A of the technical report for this project (as cited above in 
Section 1.1) in chronological order of distribution or publication in 
Champaign County. It is interesting to note that the post-collection 
day print pUblicity was as great, if not greater, than the pre-collec­
tion day print publicity. It appears that one important consequence of 
the collection event was to introduce household hazardous waste into 
public discourse in the print media. 
4.5. The On-Site Survey 
Every vehicle arriving at the drop-off site completed all or most 
of the survey questionnaire. A copy of that questionnaire is provided
in Appendix I of the technical report. 
24
 
As part of a handout in an oral interim report to the Intergovern­
mental Solid Waste Disposal Association, frequency tables were prepared
for responses to all of the questions on the on-site questionnaire.
Some of these tables provide separate listings for households and farms. 
The tables are reprinted in Appendix H of the technical report. The 
highlights are summarized below in Section 4.6. 
The main content of the on-site tables comes from the survey of 
participants. Some of the tables also contain comparisons with the JUly
1987 general population survey of farm households in Champaign County 
and of urban households in Champaign, Urbana, and their urbanized 
fringe (CUF). This previous survey, discussed in the technical report
(Chapters 4 through 8), assessed how much household hazardous material 
was in the community, what was being done with it, and what the popula­
tion thought should be done about it. In the following summary, some 
key findings from that survey are compared with what we learned from the 
survey of collection day participants. 
One main set of differences concern the quantities dropped off by
participants in comparison with the quantities that the general popula­
tion has inappropriately disposed of or has available awaiting disposal. 
Data from the JUly 1987 survey indicated that CUF households had impro­
perly disposed of approximately 45,500 containers of hazardous waste 
during the previous 12 months and that Champaign County farmers had 
improperly disposed of about 660 containers of hazardous waste during 
the same period. This means that the 3,338 containers brought to the 
collection drop-off on September 13 were about 7 percent of the quantity 
annually improperly disposed of by farmers and CUF residents. 
Up to two-thirds of these 3,338 containers were taken from storage
rather than diverted from improper disposal. The actual diversion from 
improper disposal as a direct result of the collection event was 
apparently no more than 1,608 containers, or 48 percent of what was 
dropped off, or 3.5 percent of what is annually improperly disposed of 
by CUF and farm households. 
Finally, the July survey determined that there were an estimated 
3,300 households in CUF with containers of hazardous waste that they 
wanted to get rid of, while there were about 333 farms with unwanted 
hazardous waste that included pesticides, herbicides, petroleum pro­
ducts. The 262 households that brought hazardous waste to the drop-off 
were only 7.9 percent of the total estimated 3,300 CUF households that 
in July had hazardous waste that they wanted to get rid of. The 94 
farms that brought hazardous waste to the drop-off were 28.2 percent of 
the total estimated 333 farms in the county that had hazardous materials 
in July that they wanted to get rid of. 
The nearly 8 percent participation rate among "eligible" CUF house­
holds (i.e., among those with HHW that they wanted to get rid of) and 
the 28 percent participation rate among "eligible" farmers were far 
short of total participation or saturation. Yet, put in proper perspec­
tive, these are impressive participation rates for the first-ever event 
in a region of the nation never before having an HHW collection. 
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Moreover, given the less-than-optimal publicity in the cities and mini­
mal educational efforts anywhere, the turnout was all the more 
remarkable. 
By assessing participation with a rate based on eligible house­
holds, we also avoid the unchallenged and grossly misleading assumption 
that every household can and should participate in these events. We 
further avoid the distressing conclusion that follows from such a 
misleading assumption, namely, that only about 1 percent or less of the 
households participate. Instead, we find that a first-time modest 
publicity campaign in an urban setting can result in turning out almost 
1 of every 12 eligible households and that a more aggressive publicity
campaign among an attentive farmer population can achieve a turnout of 
fully 2 of every 7 eligible farmers. This is a very substantial 
starting point for future growth of an HHW diversion program. 
Although there are obviously significant portions of the "eligible" 
or potential population of participants who actually participated, most 
of the potential population remains to be reached and to have its stored 
but unwanted hazardous waste collected for proper disposal. In addi­
tion, there are those households and farms--nearly equal in number to 
the ones with unwanted but stored hazardous waste--that have been 
inappropriately disposing of some hazardous materials over the previous 
year. Except for the overlap of about one out of three between those 
who store and those who inappropriately dispose of unwanted hazardous 
waste, the latter remain largely untouched by a collection event such as 
the one on September 13. 
Percentages from the July survey have a margin of error for 
Champaign/Urbana that is no greater than 4 percentage points (95 percent 
confidence level); for farms it is no greater than 10 percentage points. 
There is no sampling error associated with the on-site survey,
since it is a complete count of all who participated on Sunday,
September 13, 1987. Those who were turned away after the collection 
intake was closed at around 1:30 p.m. were not surveyed. 
4.6. Highlights from the On-Site Survey 
The following is a list of highlights from the on-site survey find­
ings: 
* A total of 262 households and 94 farm operations provided hazar­
dous material collected at the September 13 collection event. 
* A total of 3,338 partial or full containers of materials were 
dropped off, of which over one-third (1,146) were pesticides 
or herbicides. 
* If they hadn't used the drop-off collection service, 84 households 
and farms with 1,232 containers of hazardous material would have put 
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some of this material in the garbage can, and 169 households with 
2,256 containers would have continued storing some of it. 
* The 3,338 containers of hazardous waste dropped off were only
about 7 percent of the total number that CUF households and Champaign
County farmers inappropriately disposed of during the previous 12 
months. 
* Households dropped off only about 10 percent of the hazardous 
waste that the July survey indicated that CUF residents wanted to 
get rid of. Farmers dropped off 21 percent of what the July survey 
said farmers had available and wanted to get rid of. 
* Slightly over one-half of the participants (52 percent) had heard 
about the collection day from a brochure or flyer, and nearly
half (49 percent) had read about it in a newspaper. 
* The average distance traveled one way to bring material to the 
collection site was just under seven miles. 
* Over one-half of the participants (56 percent) reported that they
have a need for a collection service for hazardous waste once 
every year. 
* A majority of participants (63 percent) thought that the city or 
county should establish a collection program for hazardous house­
hold waste with a temporary collection site like the one used on 
September 13. 
*	 Nearly half of the participants (47 percent) reported that they
recycle all of their cans, bottles, and newspapers. 
* Just under 94 percent indicated that protection of the quality of 
the local environment in Champaign County was very important to 
them. 
* Over 90 percent reported that they usually vote in local elec­
tions. 
* The average household size was 2.6 persons, and nearly 95 percent
indicated that they live in single-family houses. 
* Almost half of the participants (46 percent) had attended gra­
duate school. 
*	 The average age of participants was 52.3 years old. 
*	 In over 44 percent of the participating households, the head was 
in a professional or managerial occupation; 18 percent were 
active or retired farmers. 
* The average length of residence in Champaign County was 31.4 
years. 
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* Participants came from every township in the county except 
Newcomb and Sadorus, and from nearly every residential area of 
Champaign/Urbana. 
* Most comments were positive, and there were several suggestions. 
4.7.	 Overall Costs, Contracting for a Hauler or Disposer, and Insurance 
in Previous Collection Drives throughout the Nation 
Appendix B provides a listing of examples of collection costs and 
hauler (or "disposer") for a number of previous collection drives 
throughout the United States. Also in this listing is an indication of 
the total waste collected and number of participants in each drive. 
Insurance and liability are major concerns of people planning a 
collection drive. In Champaign, on-site insurance was already available 
under the existing coverage held by the City of Champaign for its 
Department of Public Works facility. Some of the best information on 
insurance and liability issues and experiences can be found in The 
Operations Manual by Susan Ridgley (1987), available from the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency, Hazardous Waste Division, 520 Lafayette Road, 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155, (612) 297-1786. 
A listing of tips on contractor selection and insurance is provided
in Appendix C of this report. For further information on arrangements
for proper disposal of household or other hazardous waste, insurance for 
collection events, and other "how to" information, contact Christina 
Komandina, Public Information Officer, Hazardous Waste Research and 
Information Center, 1808 Woodfield Drive, Savoy, Illinois 61874, (217) 
333-8956. 
4.8. Summary and Discussion 
The materials that the participants dropped off were very diverse 
and were unexpectedly great in volume. Yet, these materials barely 
began to make a dent in the problem. The materials dropped off were 
only a small portion of the household and farm hazardous waste that is 
in storage awaiting disposal in the community and only a small portion
of the household and farm hazardous materials that are annually disposed 
of inappropriately. 
Among participants, farmers were substantially better represented 
than were urban residents. Although the participants were widely drawn 
from the general population, they were disproportionately older, long­
time residents and were better educated, of higher socioeconomic sta­
tus, and more involved in the community and in recycling than was the 
general population as a whole. 
An involved, aware, and aging segment of the community found and 
made use of the Collection Day option for disposing of its household and 
farm hazardous waste. The challenge from this point on is to reach the 
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younger households, the less informed or less aware, those less well 
integrated into community life, and those who, for whatever other 
reasons, are not particularly predisposed to participate in a hazardous 
waste diversion program. 
A greater challenge is to find a way to reach everyone with infor­
mation about how to minimize hazardous waste. In order to collect the 
amount of hazardous waste that Champaign/Urbana households and Champaign
County farms inappropriately dispose of in a year, a collection event 
would have to take in a quantity roughly 14 times greater than that 
taken in on September 13. A more cost-effective route might be a public 
education program regarding waste minimization. 
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CHAPTER 5 
THE JULY AND OCTOBER SURVEYS 
This chapter summarizes findings from the July and October 1987 
general household surveys in Champaign County and Decatur, Illinois. 
5.1. Survey Design 
Each of the July and October surveys was designed to include ran­
dom samples of approximately 700 completed interviews from households in 
Champaign/Urbana and their urbanized fringe (CUF) and 150 completed
interviews from households in a comparison community, Decatur, which is 
approximately 50 miles from Champaign/Urbana in Macon County. Also in 
July and October, Champaign County farm household samples providing 150 
completed interviews were randomly selected from a list of Farm Bureau 
members. Data collection was by telephone interview and elicited 
response rates of 78-85 percent. The questionnaire was designed to be 
used with all three samples and, except for trivial changes, in both the 
pre-campaign and the post-campaign surveys. 
The July and October questionnaires are reproduced in Appendix B of 
the technical report for this project (see Section 1.1 above). The 
technical report also includes information on sampling error. The 
margin of error for CUF findings was less than plus or minus 3.7 percen­
tage points. For the farmer and Decatur samples, the margin of error 
was less than plus or minus 8 percentage points. 
The following summary focuses on the public's awareness of the 
problem of HHM&W, both before and after the collection event. In addi­
tion, the public's possession of, disposal of, and attitudes toward HHM&W 
are assessed both in July and in October. 
In discussing the implications of these survey findings, the 
experience of other communities provides an informative background. In 
particular, it is instructive to recall that all previous programs seem 
to combine, with varying emphases, two features: 
a.	 A collection component aimed at gathering together and 
recycling or properly disposing of excess HHW by contract with 
an approved hazardous waste disposer and 
b.	 An educational component aimed at reducing both the quantities
of HHW generated by homes and the risks of using and storing 
HHM in the home. 
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These are the two basic elements of any community HHM&W program likely 
to be implemented in the future. 
The second major lesson from previous programs is that they seem to 
attract increasingly more people to each successive collection event. 
There appears to be a diffusion effect that begins with involvement by 
some early-participant core and expands outward to a wider circle of 
people who were initially hard to reach. This diffusion principle, not 
uncommon in program implementation, is assumed for the purposes of this 
discussion to be applicable to HHM&W programs. 
5.2. Awareness of HHM&W and the Public's Need for Information 
A substantial fraction of each community already had some knowledge
about HHW before the pUblicity for the collection event began. The far­
mers were generally much better informed than were CUF residents, and 
the latter were better informed than were Decatur residents. For 
example, nearly 6 out of 10 farm households, nearly 4 out of 10 CUF 
households, and nearly 3 out of 10 Decatur households had already heard 
something about HHW before the collection publicity began. 
Approximately three months later, after a very short period of 
publicity and rather limited efforts at public education, public aware­
ness of HHW as a public issue had risen by 20 percentage points in every 
community. Between one-third (in CUF) and one-half (among farmers) of 
the previously unaware had become acquainted with some public discussion 
of HHW. 
It was not a deep awareness. Asked before the collection pUblicity 
how they had heard of HHW, most of those who had heard anything at all 
could cite only one source. After the publicity, more sources were 
cited, suggesting a deepening of knowledge. Both before and after the 
publicity campaign, most of the information sources that were cited were 
from TV or newspapers. The reliance of the campaign on media and 
mailings meant that interpersonal networks were minimally activated in 
the cities, where this very powerful source of influence and information 
went underutilized. Farmers, however, were very effectively and widely
informed through the interpersonal and organizational networks of the 
local county branch of the Farm Bureau. In the cities and on the farms, 
both before and especially during the campaign, the better-educated, 
longer-term residents and community-involved, voting citizens were most 
likely to be informed by some source, especially from the more effective 
interpersonal sources. 
This indicates a respectable initial minimal level of awareness 
among a civic-minded, higher-income, and well-educated segment of the 
population, in which the Champaign collection program found ready
reception and from which emerged a widening circle of people informed 
about HHW. The widening circle was highly selective of people like 
those in the initial core, for awareness spread to others who were even 
more likely to be well-educated, affluent, and involved in civic 
affairs. This is perhaps the sector of the community that can be 
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expected to be leaders in a new program that appeals to civic 
responsibility. 
The challenge in the future will be to find ways to reach those who 
are initially slower to become engaged in these programs. Although the 
proportion of people unfamiliar with HHW had shrunk significantly in 
CUF and among farmers, the proportion of these who were less well edu­
cated, newer residents, non-homeowners, or uninvolved in civic affairs 
had grown. There clearly remains a need for an educational effort 
having more popular appeal. 
Whether it is realistic or worthwhile to undertake such an effort 
remains unclear. If the diffusion model applies, it may be advisable 
during the first year or two of a program to concentrate on those who 
are predisposed or already concerned and to target the uninformed por­
tion of the population for modest gains in recognizing HHW as a problem.
Because the less aware in the cities also tend to live in apartments, 
they also have relatively limited options with regard to HHM use and 
storage and may not be experienced with some types of HHM. Their use 
for HHM&W information is not as extensive as it would be among the resi­
dents of single-family houses, so they would need to be addressed in 
terms of their more limited concerns. 
5.3. Identifying HHM&W and the Public's Need for Information 
On another "awareness" question, just over 75 percent of the far­
mers and over 80 percent of the CUF households were able to identify at 
least one type of household hazardous material or waste before the cam­
paign, while in Decatur it was just over 70 percent of households. As 
with basic awareness of HHW as an issue, the campaign seems to have had 
a positive effect. At the end of the campaign in October, there were 
significant increases in the proportions who could name examples of HHW. 
Most could not only name some products but were also clearly naming pro­
ducts that are concensually regarded by experts as hazardous to some 
degree. It was also once again found in the CUF samples and less so in 
the Decatur samples that the better-educated, civic-minded, and longer­
term residents could name the most products, both before and after the 
campaign. The effect of the campaign was seen in the fact that changes
in Decatur tended to be random, while changes in CUF involved improved
knowledge by the higher-status and more civic-minded residents. 
Informed farmers also tended to be the longer-term residents. These 
are, once again, the segments of the community that are most prepared to 
receive additional information and to get an HHM&W program off the 
ground. 
Yet, the same findings on the public's ability to name examples of 
HHM indicated a substantial remaining need for more information. Asking
whether a household head can name one or more examples of HHM ;s cer­
tainly not a high standard for assessing awareness. One-quarter in July
and nearly one-fifth in October could not name a single HHM product 
type, and some who tried were offering highly dubious answers. A more 
demanding standard for correctly identifying possible types of HHM would 
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surely produce lower percentages of those who could identify them. 
Given our minimal standard for assessment, then, there is clearly much 
education to be done before examples of HHM are household words that are 
universally thought of as potential HHW. 
When respondents were reminded of specific examples of HHM in the 
next question in the survey, and then asked how hazardous these products 
were, over 90 percent could give a hazardousness rating. Response rates 
on this item went up in the October survey. Not only could they give 
ratings if they were reminded of types of HHM, but their relative 
ratings were on average generally fairly realistic and sound in light of 
present scientific judgment about the relative hazardousness of various 
products. Small but significant proportions underassessed the hazard­
ousness of some products, and there were less prominent instances of 
overassessment, but the averages were reasonably sound. As an apparent 
consequence of increasing public attention to HHM&W issues during the 
publicity campaign, the average hazardousness rating went up between 
July and October. In short, with some prompting, the vast majority of 
the population can recall some reasonably valid knowledge about HHM, and 
as they become more informed, their ratings of the hazardousness of pro­
ducts become more severe. 
In light of these last findings, it should be among the aims of an 
educational campaign to (a) minimize the underassessment (and occasional 
overassessment) of hazardousness, (b) give concrete meanings to the 
label of "hazardous" for each HHM, (c) increase the accessibility of 
knowledge about hazardousness so that it emerges in people's memory with 
less prompting, and Cd) further reduce the already low percentage who 
cannot assess the hazardousness of types of HHM. 
The first two of these aims involve communicating fairly complex
information and may be most effectively addressed to those who are 
already minimally aware--namely, the better educated, the longer-term 
residents, and the civic minded. The second two aims involve com­
municating much more basic messages, perhaps repetitively in order to 
increase basic familiarity. Such messages might be most effectively
addressed to those who are initially less aware, to move them to a stage 
where more complex messages might sUbsequently be made effective as 
well. 
5.4. Channels of Communication That Provide Awareness 
In the analyses of awareness, there were some useful findings
regarding which types of media and other channels of communication are 
likely to reach what kinds of people. In general, we found that 
interpersonal networks, including clubs or organizations, along with 
talk/information radio and, if only because of the size of their 
readership, newspapers, were important means of communicating early
information about HHM&W. The entertainment mass media (TV and music 
radio) were not good sources of awareness of HHM&W, except in the 
comparison community of Decatur, where the chief source of information 
about the Champaign collection event was from a regional television sta­
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tiona Television reached a mass audience but had little impact on 
those who actually knew anything about HHW. Campaigns should probably 
have different types of educational materials, strategies, and goals for 
the truly mass media of television on the one hand and for the more in­
depth media of newspapers and radio on the other hand. 
It is also clear from our October survey that massive efforts to 
distribute flyers or brochures through the mail and door-to-door have 
relatively little impact. Although most or all CUF households received 
them, very few remembered them. 
Although local newspapers played little or no role in promoting
pre-campaign awareness, they became the most common source of infor­
mation during the campaign. Perhaps local newspapers are most effective 
in distributing information to the unaware only after early awareness is 
established by other means and after a "newsworthy" program or event 
draws attention to the concerns of the early starters. Local newspapers
might best be viewed as conveyors of rather simple messages aimed prin­
cipally at establishing basic recognition of an issue and a favorable 
climate of opinion toward doing something about the issue. 
5.5. The Need for Reducing HHW and for an HHW Disposal Option 
The public's need for an appropriate HHW disposal option was evi­
dent in several findings from our surveys. 
One important finding concerns the number of containers of HHW that 
were inappropriately disposed of (e.g., in the garbage or on the ground) 
during the previous year. In CUF, our two surveys gave us an estimated 
annual rate of 38,600 partial or full containers of HHW that were 
inappropriately disposed of by all households in the community. These 
containers of HHW went to the landfill or were dumped on the ground or 
down a sewer. In Decatur, there were an estimated 30,750 partial or 
full containers annually disposed of inappropriately, and from Champaign
County farms there were an estimated 1,490 partial or full containers 
inappropriately disposed of each year. There were no significant
changes in these reported annual disposal rates from before the campaign
began in July to after the campaign ended by October. A year will need 
to pass before we can get a valid comparison assessing change in these 
rates. 
These are estimates based on self-reported recall by one informant 
per sampled household. Because of probable limitations in how well 
people recall details about garbage, including HHW, these seem likely to 
be underestimates of the numbers of partial or full containers of HHW 
actually inappropriately disposed of during a year's time. 
Even so, the numbers are substantial. Put the CUF total of 38,600 
containers in one place and they would take up 74 to 158 cubic yards. 
By present standards, a successful annual collection event can 
begin to reduce the estimated rate of inappropriate disposal but will 
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not in itself eliminate it. The Champaign County collection event was 
successful beyond the planners' expectations, but it drew only about 7 
percent of the number of containers that are annually disposed of in the 
county in some inappropriate way by CUF residents or farmers. Clearly, 
collection events must take in sUbstantially more than the one in 
Champaign County did, and they must be preceded by educational campaigns 
that place primary emphasis on reducing the generation of HHW in the 
first place. Other options that the public could pursue to reduce the 
total amount of HHW include recycling, giving to those who can use it, 
buying less, buying less hazardous substitutes, or storing until used. 
In addition to what people have inappropriately disposed of in the 
previous year, there are a substantial number of households that have 
been storing HHW while the owners look for a way to get rid of it. In 
CUF in July 1987, an estimated 3,300 households had some HHW awaiting
disposal. By the end of the campaign in October, the number of 
households holding unwanted HHW had risen to 4,396. In Decatur, there 
were an estimated potential of 4,050 households in JUly and 3,520 
households in October with unwanted HHW. Some 333 farm households in 
JUly and 381 in October had unwanted HHW awaiting disposal. 
These numbers greatly exceed the number of households that a 
successful collection event might attract. It is doubly clear that 
collection events divert only a portion of what is awaiting or destined 
for disposal. It is also increasingly clear that collection events, 
while serving as useful HHW diversion activities for waste that has no 
other destination but inappropriate ones, must also serve as attention­
focusing centerpieces within educational campaigns that have the larger 
goal of calling attention to needs and strategies for HHW reduction in 
general. 
5.6. The Potential Magnitude of the HHM&W Problem 
In addition to the number of partial or full containers of HHW that 
households dispose of, and in addition to the quantity that households 
are storing but want to get rid of, there is still a much larger quan­
tity of HHM that households are storing and have not chosen to classify 
as HHW. 
There may be well-understood intended uses for part of the HHM 
that some households have in storage. There must also be no intended 
use, or only the most vague or wishful intended use, for some of the HHM 
in home storage. There are changes in plans, accidents around storage 
areas, and simple aging of materials that force reclassification of some 
materials from useful and wanted stuff (HHM) to useless or unwanted 
stuff (HHW). An educational campaign and collection event may inadver­
tently or intentionally prod some of these changes in classification, 
thereby increasing the quantities of HHW beyond that disposed of or 
awaiting disposal before the educational campaign began. 
In CUF, the average household had 10.3 containers of HHM in storage
in JulY, with only 11 percent of households having 2 or fewer con­
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tainers. There was no change by October. Pooling the July and October 
surveys, we found an estimated total of 390,100 containers of HHM in CUF-­
households, or enough to fill an area of 750 to 1,590 cubic feet if they 
were all brought to one place. Of these containers, nearly 60,000 or 
15.3 percent (averaging nearly 2 per home) were containers of pesticides 
or herbicides. 
In Decatur, the average household had in July 10.9 containers of 
HHM, with only 7 percent having 2 or fewer containers. Decatur house­
holds had an estimated total of 417,700 containers of HHM. 
On Champaign County farms, the average household had 26.1 con­
tainers of HHM in storage, with only 2 percent having 2 or fewer 
containers. These farm households had an estimated total of 49,000 con­
tainers of HHM. 
All of these containers, when emptied, probably are destined for 
the community landfills. Some of them are probably destined for 
inappropriate disposal before being emptied. It is clearly important 
that educational campaigns stress the importance of keeping and using or 
recycling that which is in storage and is useful, in order not to 
inadvertently invite a flood of needless storage reduction into either 
the waste collection or the regular garbage pickup. At the same time, 
it is important for educational campaigns to help households identify
those materials in storage that should be disposed of before their pre­
sence around the home becomes a hazard. Given the potential volume of 
what could be transferred from storage to waste, this is an issue to be 
addressed with great care and balance in an educational campaign. 
Because of the volume of HHM that passes through or stays in nearly 
all homes, the character of an educational campaign could address a 
number of issues about proper handling of HHM&W. Most households seem 
to be receptive to, if not already familiar with, some of these issues. 
For example, most respondents in all three communities reported that 
they look for products with warning labels when they bUy HHM and that 
they prefer to buy less harmful alternatives. Reported attention to 
information about HHM&W was also very high, especially among farmers. 
Attention to information about HHM&W rose significantly during the 
period of the publicity campaign. 
5.7. Finding Those with the Greatest Quantities of HHM&W 
The public is divided into two major groups with regard to quanti­
ties of HHM&W available or disposed of. 
The first group, found only in CUF and among the farmers, may be 
called "the young and mobile," traits that apply to a disproportionate 
number of those who inappropriately disposed of the greatest quantity 
of HHW. Short-term or recent residents and the young are a special 
concern not just because they disproportionately dispose of HHW in 
inappropriate ways but also because they are the types of residents who 
are least well tied into community institutions. It is somewhat more 
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difficult to reach them with information about HHM&W through organiza­
tions or other established channels of communication. However, to reach­
the inappropriate disposers, it is essential to try to find a way to 
communicate with the young and the mobile. The media that they follow 
tend to be the entertainment mass media. 
The second group may be called "the established citizens," a term 
that seems to summarize the traits of those possessing the greatest
quantities of HHM. In CUF, these are the homeowners, those with larger 
households, the civic minded, and the more established long-term resi­
dents, who also have some minimal previous awareness or knowledge of 
HHM&W and were slower to acquire awareness by October. In Decatur, 
those with higher educational attainment and higher income, the com­
munity involved, and those with large household size are the ones with 
the greatest quantities of HHM. Among farmers, older respondents and 
those with large households and school-age children possess the greatest 
quantities. 
In each community context, these are the established citizens who 
are also the people who may be most predisposed by prior knowledge or 
sense of community responsibility to adopt HHW reduction strategies as 
well as to participate in a collection event. These are people who can 
be addressed with information pitched at a higher-than-basic level of 
complexity. 
Interestingly, those city dwellers with large quantities of HHM, 
while being overwhelmingly established citizens, are also significant 
contributors to inappropriate disposal. This is true in CUF, where 
the established citizens having large quantities of HHW stand alongside 
the young and the mobile as inappropriate disposers. It is also true in 
Decatur, where having lots of HHM is a very strong predictor of inappro­
priate disposal and, in fact, the only predictor other than large house­
hold size. It appears that, in the cities, those who have acquired a 
great quantity of HHM have also acquired a tendency, probably out of a 
sense of necessity, to dispose of some of it on occasion. 
Simple as this observation may be, it is an important one with 
easily overlooked implications. One implication is that a program that 
reaches the large-quantity possessors will presumably achieve some 
reduction in inappropriate disposal. Another implication is that these 
large-quantity possessors, being established citizens, are probably more 
readily reached through established organizations and information 
channels and likely to be predisposed to respond positively. A third 
implication is that their prior awareness level may permit communication -­
of more complex forms of information, including information of a type
that they could well use on how to reduce their generation of HHW. 
Finally, there are those who are holding onto material that they 
would like to dispose of. Their need for information about proper dis­
posal, especially through a diversion program, is fairly immediate. 
These people are disproportionately found in the higher-status areas of 
the cities and in the larger-household farms. Also, both in the cities 
and on the farms, those possessing large quantities of HHM are again of 
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special concern, for they also are the ones with the greatest quantities
awaiting disposal. Targeting educational efforts to these groups would -­
follow the same guidelines outlined above for the established citizens. 
It is a mark of some accomplishment that the publicity program in 
Champaign County managed to reach many of the important target groups. 
Most notably, it reached those with large quantities of HHM&W, those 
households that had HHW that they wanted to dispose of, and--by dispro­
portionately reaching these--it also had some effectiveness in reaching 
those who have inappropriately disposed of HHW in the past. It suc­
ceeded in this regard, it seems, principally by reaching the upscale, 
single-family homes where large quantities of HHM&W are found and where 
some HHW is kept in storage. The challenge of the future will be to 
spread this impact more broadly to reach as well the younger and apart­
ment-dwelling segments that have high inappropriate disposal rates. 
5.8. Policy Options and Public Opinion 
Perhaps because the issue is so new, nearly half of the samples 
felt that they could not comment on the adequacy of funding for disposal 
of household hazardous waste. Of those who did comment, this function 
of local government received the highest "pro-spending" response of the
six functions listed for comparison. There was no significant change
from July to October. 
Consistently in both the JUly and October surveys, households in 
CUF strongly favored requiring manufacturers to provide warning labels 
on HHM containers. In increasing numbers from JUly to October, the 
respondents overwhelmingly believed that laws should bar dumping HHW in 
the sewers or on the ground. They were more evenly divided over whether 
to allow HHW to be hauled to the community landfill. 
It is evident, however, that the public favors an environmentally
appropriate HHW disposal option. Most respondents in each of the three 
communities indicated interest in participating in an HHW collection 
program. A special HHW collection program with curbside pickup was 
favored by the urban residents, and a drop-off program was favored by
the farmers. Despite the convenience of curbside pickup, it is probably 
not financially feasible. The urbanites' preference for a curbside 
program may indicate the extent of their support for a public collection 
program. 
The urban residents' most preferred way of funding an HHM&W program -­
was to have a sales tax on hazardous products, while the farmers favored 
a surcharge on lltipping" truckloads of common household solid waste at 
the landfill. These are emerging nationwide as two of the most innova­
tive and effective ways of funding HHM&W programs. 
In general, the public is prepared to support new programs to 
improve the handling and disposal of HHM&W. This inclination is con­
sistent with a rather widespread basic awareness of HHM&W and a tendency 
by many households to withhold HHW from improper disposal while awaiting 
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a disposal option. Although substantial quantities of HHW are nonethe­
less inappropriately disposed of for lack of an adequate alternative, 
the public clearly favors an aggressive special collection program and 
some form of public educational effort. The need for both is even 
clearer. 
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SECTION I 
INTRODUCTION 
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THE HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL DAY
 
The Household Hazardous Waste Disposal Day, sponsored by the 
Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association. an 
association made up of the ctty of Cha.palgn, City of Urban~ 
and Champaign County, Il11nois. was an event that offered 
communities an opportunity to safely dispose of household 
hazardous materials that might otherwise be i_properly
disposed of at local municipal landfills or indefinitely
stored 1n the home or flushed 1nto the sanitary sewer syste•• 
The key to success for a program of this type Is how well 
public awareness and education can be enhanced to encourage
participation. An extremely successful public awareness 
program was conducted by the Association through the 
coordinated efforts of a number of city officials and 
volunteers from the com.unity including the Farm Bureau, the 
Hazardous Waste Research and Information Center. the City of 
Champaign Public Works Department. Police Department and the 
Hazardous Materials Response Team from the Fire Department.
Additional assistance was provided by the Meredith 
Corporation of Des Moines. Iowa, through their magazine
Successful Farming and by Hustler's Sanitary of Champa1gn­
Urbana. These efforts made prior to t~e commencement of the 
event. were crucial to the actual implementation,
organization and overall success of the program. 
When participants brought materials to the collection 
station. they were greeted by volunteers associated with the 
program. These volunteers talked to the participants about 
the products they routinely utilize in their homes and the 
proper management and disposal of the hazardous products.
This educ~tion was one of the most important aspects of the 
program. Other volunteers surveyed the participants. the 
results of which are attached to this report. The success of 
the actual program will be identified through the following­
parts of this report. Through the combined efforts of the 
Association and GSX Services. Inc •• a large quantity of 
hazardous materials was packaged and disposed through this 
program. ultimately eliMfnating a significant quantity of 
hazardous materials that could pose a risk to society. 
A-6
 
SECTION II
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 
A-7
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 
The Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association 
Household Hazardous Waste Disposal Event was conducted on 
September 13, 1987. Prior to the collection date conducted 
on Sunday. several remote sites were serviced by GSX on 
Saturday. Hazardous materials being stored at those 
facilities were removed and packed for disposal. The wast~ 
removed at these sites is included in this report. 
The program generated approximately 33,656 pounds. or 188 
55 gallon drums. of hazardous materials for disposal through
GSX Services, Inc. 265 individuals delivered material for 
disposal at the event resulting in a rate of 127.0 pounds 
per participant. This figure does not include wastes. such 
as oils and latex paints collected through the program
independently of the services rendered by GSX Services. Inc. 
Nevertheless, this figure does represent an astonishing level 
of participation throughout the community. It is as much as 
nine times higher than per population rates calculated for 
other community programs conducted by GSX Services. Inc • 
. 
Of the 265 participants. 57 were identified as being from 
Champaign County farm operations. The most common items 
brought in for disposal were old outdated oil based paints
and varnishes (1,047 containers) followed by weed killers and 
herbicides (535). A total of 3.338 containers were delivered 
to the Public Works Center for disposal. However. by weight
the ranking changes. 16.013 pounds of pesticides. herbicides 
and toxins were collected out of the total 33.656. accounting
for 41.5S of the total. including more than 2.000 pounds of 
DDT. 
The total cost of the two-day program was slightly more than 
$80.000. Again. compared to national figures the cost figure
of less ~han $2.40 per participant is near the low end 
another indicator of a successful program. 
The importance of the data discussed previously is­
significant. It should serve to enlighten the fact that an 
effective public awareness program was executed prior to the 
actual program. Publicity shall always prove to be a 
critical factor in community-related programs of this type. 
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EXPENSES
 
~ 
The Association spent $78,427.94 on the Household Hazardous 
Waste Disposal Event. This total was derived from the 
following categories: 
1) Fixed Costs	 $16,568.15 
(i.e.	 Mobilization, 
Set-Up Fees, Tables, 
Protective Clothing.
labor, etc.) 
2) Materials $ 9,003.50 
3) Transportation $ 5.021.29 
4) Disposal $37,835.00 
5) Advertising 10,000 
(a) 
Total $78,427.94 
Costs associated with the method of disposal vary greatly, 
being dependent upon the method being utilized. 
Hazardous materials and wastes are disposed of by many 
different disposal methods, primarily dependent upon each 
chemical's characteristics, as well as federal and state 
regulations concerning the disposal of certain waste types. 
Listed below is a breakdown of the various disposal methods 
utilized in conjunction with this program. 
No. of Pe rcent of 
Disposal Method Containers Total 
Secur e l anaf i 11 136 12.3S 
Incineration 50 26.6% 
Aqueous Treatment 2 1.1S 
188	 100:00S 
(a)	 The City of Champaign paid an additional $3590 for 
disposal of City generated wastes. There was no charge 
for City of Champaign volunteer personnel or facilities. 
It is estimated that these in-kind services were valued 
at less than $5,000. 
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SITE ACTIVITY
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TABLE I
 
PUBLIC WORKS CENTER
 
CHAMPAIGN, Il
 
Common No. of Approx. % of 
Waste Containers Total Total 
Hazard Class Types Shipped lbs. ( By Wgt. >. 
Corrosive Material	 Acid/Alkaline 5 2250 49.71 
Cleaners, etc. 
Flammable Liquid	 Paints, Solvents, 7 1071 23.7'1. 
etc. 
ORM-E	 Miscellaneous 2 900 19.9'1. 
Poison-B	 Pesticides, 2 306 6.71 
Herbicides, 
Toxic Metals. etc. 
Totals	 16 4527 laOS 
This listing represents material collected and removed from 
the City of Champaign that was generated by the Public Works 
Department. The disposal cost of this material was borne 
directly by the City of Champaign. Most of the material 
represents outdated patnt. chemicals and pesticides that were 
no longer viable for proper use yet posed a serious hazard to 
the facility and to personnel. 
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TABLE I I 
CHAMPAIGN COUNTY. IL 
Co••on No. of Approx. S of 
Waste Conta 1ners Total Total 
Hazard Class	 Types Shipped 1bs. (By Wgt.t 
Poison-B	 Pesticides. 10 4500 100S 
Herbicides. 
Toxic Metals. etc. 
This represents material that was col1ected- from farms in 
Champaign County including a significant quantity of DDT 
(more than 1600 pounds) and large amounts of outdated 
agricultural chemicals. One of the owners of a farm where 
some of the DDT was found contributed $470 to the Association 
to help defray the expense of the Hazardous Waste Collection 
Event. 
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such common household 
rustproofing paint, roach 
and rose dust, and some 
chlordane, malathion, 
TABLE III
 
HOUSEHOLD WASTE PROGRAM
 
Common 
Waste 
Hazard Class	 Types 
Poison-B	 Pesticides. 
Herbicides, 
No. of
 
Containers
 
Shipped
 
71 
Toxic Metals, etc. 
Flammable L1qs. Paint, Solvents, 62 
etc. 
ORM-E Miscellaneous 9 
ORM-A Miscellaneous 3 
Corrosive Acid/Alkaline 12 
.'a teri a1 Cleaners 
Oxidizer Oxidizing Agents 4 
Flammable Solid Miscellaneous 1 
Totals 162 
Approx.
Total 
lbs. 
S ()f
Total 
(By Wgt.l. 
11,207 45.51 
9,111 37.01 
1,902 
1,050 
1,038 
7.7f, 
4.3S 
4.21 
312 
9 
24,629 
1.31 
NA 
100% 
This list represents a breakdown of materials collected on
 
Sunday, Sep~ember 13, 1987. Included in this collection are
 
items as Coleman campstore fuel, 
killers, Sevin garden spray, tomato 
not so common household items like 
acetone and metallic mercury_ 
Due to the presence of a large academic community in 
Champaign-Urbana several basements and garages were cleaned 
out resulting in numerous lab chemicals, photography
chemicals and other esoteric volatile compounds. 
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THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL ASSOCIATION
 
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION DAY
 
TOTAL WASTE REMOVAL
 
listed below is a table reflective of all waste types and 
quantities removed fro. the City of Champaign Public Worts 
Facility during the Household Hazardous Waste Collection Days
Program. 
Co••on No. of Approx. S of 
Waste Containers Total Total 
Hazard Class Types Shipped 1bs. (By Mgt.) 
Poison-8	 Pesticides, 83 16.013 47.5% 
Herbicides. 
Toxi c ~'eta 1s. etc. 
Flammable Liqs.	 Paint. Solvents, 69 10,182 30.2% 
etc. 
ORM-E	 Miscellaneous 17 3,288 9.7% 
ORM-A	 Miscellaneous 11 2,802 8.3% 
Corrosive Acid/Alkaline 3 1,050 3.1% 
Ha te ri a1 Cleaners 
OXidizer	 OXidizing Agents 4 312 1.3% 
Flammable Solid	 Miscellaneous 1 9 NA 
Totals	 188 33,656 100% 
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As indicated in the tables previously outlined. the vast 
majority of household wastes generated through this program 
were comprised of various farm chemicals. including, but not 
limited to pesticides and herbicides. It 1s evident that 
much emphasis was placed on publicizing the event 1n the 
agricultural com_unity. The known tox110g1cal nature of 
these types of materials is extremely severe in many cases. 
The removal and ultimate d1sposal of these types of co_pounds 
can only serve to enhance the environmental quality of 
Champaign-Urbana and surrounding areas. 
The remaining waste types removed during the progra. included 
a large variety of paints. solvent-based materials. acidic 
and alkaline products. and other miscellaneous waste types.
including a s.a11 quantity of Polychlorinated Biphenyls(PCB). 
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SECTION V
 
HEALTH & SAFETY
 
A-I?
 
HEALTH & SAFETY 
No spills, accidents or incidents occurred during the 
Household Hazardous Waste Collection Day Event. Substantial 
measures, such as the diking of all i.mediate working areas 
and the posting of warning notifications, were taken by both 
GSX Services, Inc. and Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal
Association personnel with the help of the many volunteers to 
prevent any accidents that might have resulted in adverse 
effects to the environMent or hu.an health. Prior to the 
beginning of the program, the City of Cha.palgn prepared a 
Contingency Plan with the help of the Champaign Hazardous 
Materials Response Team 1n the event of any accidents or 
incidents. Safety equipment, including protective clothing, 
was utilized by all personnel. 
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FINAL SUMMARY
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FINAL SUMMARY 
The Household Hazardous Waste Program held in Champatgn~ 
Illinois on September 13. 1987 was a success. All initial 
forecasts. made prior to the commencement of the program. 
were completely surpassed. The response from the co••unity 
to the progra. was excellent. The storage of unwanted 
hazardous .ateria1 in homes and/or disposal of these 
materials through local municipal systems is a proble. that 
both society and government must address. It is evident that 
the Intergovernmental Solid Waste Disposal Association 
provided the community with an excellent solution to this 
problem. This solution not only provided the community with 
a more comprehensive understanding of the nature of the 
problem. but with a more sound environment through the 
disposal of these materials in a chem1~ally-secure and 
environmentally safe manner. 
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APPENDIX B
 
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION PROGRAMS
 
IN THE U.S.: EXAMPLES AND CONTACT PEOPLE
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HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION PROGRAMS
 
IN THE U.S.: EXAMPLES AND CONTACT PEOPLE
 
Taken from various sources, especially Duxbury, D. 1986. Household 
Hazardous Waste Collection Programs, 1981-1986. Medford, MA: Tufts 
University, Center for Environmental Management (telephone 617-381­
3486). 
B-3 
6-4
 
TABLE B.1. Number of Collection Programs by States, 1981-1986
 
State Number of Programs State Number of Programs 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Ca 1i forni a 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
1
 
16
 
* 
o
 
69
 
13
 
35
 
* 
63
 
a 
1
 
o 
* 
5
 
2
 
2
 
1
 
2
 
o 
1
 
144
 
25
 
11
 
a 
o 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
o 
3
 
o 
17
 
25
 
1
 
16
 
2
 
o 
2
 
o 
4
 
2
 
12
 
*
 
o 
1
 
6
 
o 
8
 
3
 
22
 
o
 
15
 
o 
* State's first collection program was scheduled for sometime in 1987. 
From Duxbury (1986). 
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TABLE B.2. Examples of Household Hazardous Waste Collection Events 
City/Place 
and State 
Event 
Year 
Sponsor 
(Funder) Name 
Local Contact 
Phone Name 
Waste Hauler 
Phone 
Total 
Cost 
Gallons 
Collected 
Number of 
Part icipants 
Anchorage, 
AK 
1986 Alaska 
of Env. 
Dept. 
Cons. 
Colleen 
Burgh 
(907) 
274-2533 
Crosby & 
Overton 
NA $90,000 14,960 300 
Denver Met­
ropol itan 
Area, CO 
1985 Denver & 
Boulder 
(8 sites) 
Jane 
Robinson 
(303) 
761-1340 
CECOS Inter­
national, Inc. 
(303) 
341-9370 
$78,000 14,520 1,116 
West Hart­
ford, CT 
1986 Town of W. 
Hartford 
Art 
Griesel 
NA Northeast 
Solvents 
(617) 
683-1002 
$26,600 4,248 NA 
Southing­
ton, CT 
1986 State of 
Connecticut 
Leslie 
Lewis 
(203) 
566-3489 
McDonald 
&Watson 
NA $10,000 1,320 220 
co 
I 
0") 
Palm Beach 
County, FL 
1985 Fla. Dept. of 
Env. Protln 
Jan 
Kleman 
(904) 
487-3892 
GSX Ser­
vices, Inc. 
(800) 
334-5953 
NA 129,946* 261 
Clewiston, 
Hendry Co., 
FL 
1985 Fla. Dept. of 
Env. Prot'n. 
Jan 
Kleman 
(904) 
487-3892 
GSX Ser­
vices, Inc. 
(800) 
334-5953 
NA 1,000* 8 
Champaign 
County, IL 
1987 Intergov I ta1 
Solid Waste 
Disposal Assn. 
Christina 
Komadina 
(217) 
333-8956 
GSX Ser­
vices, Inc. 
(800) 
251-1227 
$82,017 10,340 358 
Indiana­
polis, IN 
1985 City/ 
County 
Bi 11 Cl ark 
of GSX 
(800) 
251-1227 
GSX Ser-
Vices, Inc. 
(800) 
251-1227 
$33,023 6,675 NA 
Zionsvi 11 e, 
IN 
1985 City Bi 11 Cl ark 
of GSX 
(800) 
251-1227 
GSX Ser­
vices, Inc. 
(800) 
251-1227 
$6,560 935 NA 
(Table B.2 continued) 
j, 
TABLE B.2.--Continued. 
City/Place 
and State 
Event 
Year 
Sponsor 
(Funder) Name 
Local Contact 
Phone 
Waste Hauler 
Name Phone 
Total 
Cost 
Gallons 
Collected 
Number of 
Participants 
Cedar 
Rapids, IA 
1986 Iowa Dept. 
of Nat. Res. 
John 
Seyb 
(515) 
281-4076 
AC Industry (916) 
343-5488 
NA NA NA 
Baton 
Rouge, LA 
(4 sites) 
1985 Env. Control 
Dept., Dow 
Chemical Co. 
Charles 
Goldsmith 
(504) 
389-6407 
Dow Chemi­
ical Co. 
(504) 
389-6407 
$22,000 6,500 NA 
Baton 
Rouge, LA 
(6 sites) 
1986 Env. Control 
Dept., Dow 
Chemical Co. 
Charl es 
Goldsmith 
(504) 
389-6407 
Dow Chem­
ical Co. 
(504) 
389-6407 
$35,000 16,000* NA 
tJ;:j 
j 
-.l 
Lexington & 
Lincoln, MA 
Well esl ey, 
MA 
1986 
1986 
Lexington 
Town Health 
Department 
Metro Area 
Plan Comm. 
George 
Smith 
JUdy 
Weigand 
(617) 
862-0500 
(717) 
451-2770 
Northeast 
Solvents 
Northern 
Solvents 
(617) 
683-1002 
(617) 
683-1002 
$36,600 
$12,100 
7,040 
1,308 
450 
NA 
Saginaw & 
Midland 
Bay, MI 
1986 Dow Chem­
ieal Co. 
Patty 
Temple 
(517) 
636-5783 
Dow Chem­
ieal Co. 
(617) 
636-5783 
NA NA NA 
Ann Arbor 
&Washte­
naw Co., MI 
1986 Washtenaw 
County 
Hea1th Dept. 
Steve 
Mandelle 
(313) 
994-2457 
Drug & Lab 
Company 
(616) 
685-9824 
NA NA NA 
Traverse 
City, MI 
1987 Grand Tra­
verse County 
Jeff 
DeHaan 
(616) 
922-4620 
Dow Chem­
ical Co. 
NA $40,000 3,300 530 
(Table 8.2 continued) 
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TABLE B.2.--Continued. 
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City/Place 
and State 
Event 
Year 
Sponsor 
(Funder) Name 
Local Contact 
Phone Name 
Waste Hauler 
Phone 
Total 
Cost 
Gallons 
Collected 
Number of 
Participants 
Winona 
County, MN 
1985 Minn. Pollu­
tion Control 
Board 
Susan 
Ri dgl ey 
(612) 
297-1453 
NA NA $11,825 NA NA 
Robertson 1986 
County, TN 
(rural, 3 locations) 
GSX Ser­
vices, Inc. 
Bi 11 
Clarke 
(800) 
251-1227 
GSX Ser­
vi ces, Inc. 
(800) 
251-1227 
NA NA NA 
Kent, 
WA 
1985 City Fire 
Department 
Asst. Fire 
Chi ef Berg 
(206) 
872-3360 
Chemical 
Processors 
NA NA 180 66 
co 
I 
OJ 
Kent, 
WA 
Spokane, 
WA 
1986 
1986 
City Fire 
Department 
City of 
Spokane 
Asst. Fire 
Chief Berg 
David 
Harnes 
(206) 
872-3360 
(509) 
456-2602 
Crosby & 
Overton 
Chern-Safe 
Co. 
NA 
NA 
NA 
$18,585 
320 
2,800 
116 
361 
Outagamie 
County, WI 
(Appleton) 
1985 Outagamie 
County 
David 
Muench 
(414) 
735-5122 
Chemical Waste 
Management 
(312) 
396-1920 
$15,000 1,665 159 
Portage 
County, WI 
(Stevens Point) 
1986 Portage 
County 
John Leath­
erman 
(608) 
742-2191 
GSX Services, 
Inc. 
(800) 
251-1227 
$13,652 1,560 115 
Dane County, 
WI (Madi son) 
1986 Dane 
County 
Kathy 
Unertl 
(608) 
266-4330 
GSX Services, 
Inc. 
(800) 
251-1227 
$33,578 859 353 
* Quantity given in pounds of weight, 
NA = Not Available. 
NOT gallons of volume. 
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APPENDIX C 
rIPS ON SITE COLLECTION, SITE PREPARATION, CONTRACTOR 
SELECTION, AND INSURANCE AND LIABILITY 
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TIPS ON SITE SELECTION, SITE PREPARATION, CONTRACTOR
 
SELECTION, AND INSURANCE AND LIABILITY
 
A. Choosing a Site 
1.	 Accessibility: Choose a site accessible by car or pickup truck 
in all kinds of weather. 
2.	 Easy to find: Choose a site with name recognition or very near 
a site with name recognition and with an address that is easy to 
find. 
3.	 Parking and drive-through needs: Does the site have ample 
parking for workers and volunteers? Does it have ample room for 
a long line of (up to 25) vehicles waiting to drop off materials? 
4.	 Environmentally sound: Ask the local health department to com­

ment.
 
5.	 Weather: Does the site make sense for the typical weather pat­
tern? 
6.	 Nonabsorbent surface under the collecting area. 
7.	 Community scheduled events: Double check other events scheduled 
in the community at the same time. Will other events detract 
from yours? 
8.	 Time of day and day of week: Are some times better than others
 
in your community? Sundays work okay because the morning rush
 
is reduced and the flow therefore more evenly spread throughout
 
the day.
 
9.	 Advance proposals from appropriate institutions: For example,
 
State department of natural resources or other environmental
 
protection agencies, city and county public health departments,
 
fire department, police or sheriff.
 
10.	 A parking lot near a fire station with a fire truck parked at 
the site is a common example of successful siting. A public 
works facility parking lot or a fairground site is also often 
used. 
11.	 A site that is (or can be) covered by liability insurance is 
also essential. 
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B. Preparing the Site 
1.	 Plastic covering for the area where the wastes will be sorted
 
and packaged.
 
2.	 Dumpsters available for nonhazardous and nonrecyclable products. 
3.	 Barrels available for recyclable oil, and arrangements with an 
oil recycler to be present to help determine eligibility and to 
receive the oil. 
4.	 Boxes or bins available for recyclable latex paint. 
5.	 Make arrangements for recycling latex paint (e.g., a theater 
department of a high school or college, a volunteer group that 
does low-income housing repairs). 
6.	 Safety truck or other access to a communications center, eye
 
wash, first aid.
 
7.	 Tables, chair, pens at entrance location for collecting intake 
forms. 
8.	 Preparation of intake forms for survey of participants regarding 
where people came from, how they heard of event, why they came, 
etc. Intake forms can be used to get some idea of what dif­
ferent types of people brought materials to the event to drop
off, but don1t expect everyone to know exactly what they
brought. 
9.	 Intake forms should collect any information that the hauler or 
contractor needs but cannot otherwise get, and any information 
desired by the sponsor regarding who participates. 
10.	 Traffic pattern set-up: Ropes, cones, signs. 
11.	 Determine how to handle unidentified products; discuss with
contractor/hauler. 
12.	 Organize volunteers for traffic direction, completion of intake 
forms, etc. 
13.	 Licensed hauler or someone else should provide respirator and 
neoprene gloves for collectors. Collectors should wear protec­
tive clothing with long sleeves and boots. 
14.	 Explosives and ammunition might be brought to the event to be 
dropped off. Have a qualified person (e.g., from the fire 
department or police department) to handle this material. 
15.	 Food: Don't allow in the processing area. Some chemicals react 
badly to water. 
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16.	 Spills: Have vermiculite or kitty litter handy, containers for 
pick-up. 
17.	 Record keeping: Have someone (probably those handling the 
intake forms) keep accurate counts of numbers of vehicles and 
numbers of households represented. Records on materials brought 
to the event may be the responsibility of the hauler/contractor,
supplemented by the intake form. Keep names of authorized 
workers and volunteers. 
18.	 No smoking signs. 
19.	 Banners at approaches to the site and at the site: They may be 
put up several days in advance to acquaint residents with the 
location. 
20.	 Overflow: Be prepared with slips of paper explaining that you
have reached capacity if you must turn away some of the par­
ticipants who arrive later in the event. Or be prepared with 
contingency plans for receiving more material than you have ini­
tially budgeted for. 
21.	 Close-down: Besides normal clean-up, check the approaches to 
determine that impatient prospective participants did not leave 
material there. 
C.	 Hiring a Contractor/Hauler 
1.	 Getting names of contractors: Check with others who have used 
one in a collection event elsewhere (see Appendix B for 
examples). 
2.	 Reputation: Again, check with others who have used them. Ask 
contractors for references. 
3.	 Services provided: How much do they do, and how much does the 
local sponsor have to do to collect, identify, sort, pack, and 
label materials? 
4.	 Disposal destinations: How do they dispose of the materials? 
Do they assist in any recycling efforts? How safe are the 
disposal sites and methods? 
5.	 What kind of packing do they use? Lab packs with vermiculite 
for all materials, for liquid materials only, or for no 
materials? The method of packing will have enormous impact on 
how many barrels you fill for a given quantity of materials 
taken in. 
6.	 What is the cost? Is the cost on a per-barrel basis? What is 
the cost for different methods of packing? What is the cost if 
all recyclables and nonhazardous materials are removed before 
packing? What services are included in this cost? 
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7.	 How much time is required after the event for completion of 
packing and hauling away? When will the collection site be 
vacated? 
8.	 Considering the complexity of all of the above, the process of 
finding a contractor should begin at least four months before 
the event. 
D.	 Insurance and Liability 
1.	 The government agency or private party owning the collection 
site may already have adequate insurance for the collection 
event activities. Check it out. 
2.	 The contractor/hauler may have insurance for activities at the 
event. Check to determine what their insurance covers. Does it 
include liability for volunteers and participants (those
bringing material to drop off)? 
3.	 Attorneys for the sponsors should check the federal and state 
laws concerning liability at such an event and should review the 
contract with the contractor/hauler (and any other insurance 
contracts) to ensure proper coverage. 
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